The introduction: Presents the subject for readers unfamiliar with the subject. In order to position this research in this existing literature, I suggest to add a more detailed description of the limitations of Cilliers' model (Advances in health sciences education. 2012;17(1):39-53) and Al Kadri's findings (Advances in health sciences education. 2011;16(5):553-67 and BMC research notes. 2009;2(1):263) to better answer the question "what this study adds to existing models of pre-assessment effects of consequential assessments?". Also please be more specific about findings on the post-assessment effects (Med Educ 2008; 42 (10) :959-66.) that needed more qualitative evidence (some elements could be moved from the discussion section to the introduction I believe).
Discussion: In these paragraphs, especially mechanism of action (p20, line 22), please add more links with your results showing how your results resonated with the existing literature.
Based on the data presented I don't think that we can conclude that motivation of the assessor has an impact on students' learning (p18. line 44). The examples presented show an impact of assessors' motivation on the nature/quality of the assessment.
Authors need to be very cautious about their conclusions regarding formative assessments, as they state, participants will most probably refer to consequential assessment when they task about assessments during interviews.
Please refer more clearly to "Cues from the student grapevine" (p15, line 36) Advances in health sciences education. 2012;17(1):39-53. In p19, line 3, please add the references after "findings" if other than 11 and 21.
Please review the following spelling mistakes: summery (p3, line 13), groups (p3, line 29), multiple ? (p3, line 31), extra space (p4, line 14), test-enhanced (p4, line 54), extra space (p11, line 24), please rephrase"Most of the factors except the exam duration were mentioned in the only model, 7 in the different categorization" (p19, line 24), erase s and correct factors (p19, line 28), 2012 instead of 2011 (p27, line 50).
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GENERAL COMMENTS
Thank you for submitting this paper which provides useful insight into students' experiences of assessment and the influence this has on their approach to learning. In order to develop the paper further I would make the following suggestions: Description of and justification for a grounded theory approach needs further development. The detail provided is fairly limited and there is no reference to features such as saturation etc. The interplay between the interviews and focus groups is somewhat unclear. What type of triangulation was used and why? As a reader I would find it useful to have some interpretation of the quotes presented. There is some brief reference to field notes, but it is then unclear how these were integrated into the findings and how they support the findings from the focus groups and interviews. The literature referred to in the discussion section could be discussed further and linked more clearly to the findings. page 18 -there is reference to 4 categories but only 3 are listed.
There is some inconsistency in how in text references have been used and cited.
VERSION 1 -AUTHOR RESPONSE
Reviewer 1 Comments Author Responses Based on the few quotes provided, it is not clear to me if the authors had sufficient material to draw definite conclusion on so many factors. Previous qualitative studies (Medical Teacher. 2012; 34(s1) :42-50), with similar or greater number of participants, were more focused in their approach. I believe those results are worth sharing, while cautiously positioning its findings as an exploratory study Thanks for your valuable comments. You are absolutely right. As we have also mentioned in the introduction section, most previous studies have focused on a specific issue related to the educational impact of assessment, e.g. only feedback, or only one type of exam. We used constructivist grounded theory methodology for this study and engaged existing literature prior to the beginning of the sampling and at the stage of the formation of the model. Therefore, we tried to examine the existing gaps with the help of the literature and discuss them in subsequent interviews. We feel that this approach enabled us to take a wider look at the issue. We thank the reviewer for introducing the relevant article. We used it in the revised version. Thank you for bringing this inconsistency to our attention. To improve the discussion, we revised some paragraphs, including the mechanism of action (p 20-26). Discussion: Based on the data presented I don't think that we can conclude that motivation of the assessor has an impact on students' learning (p18. line 44). The examples presented show an impact of assessors' motivation on the nature/quality of the assessment.
Thank you for this excellent observation. We should have given further explanations in the results section. According to the results of the study, we believe that the evaluator's motivation indirectly influences student learning through proper design of the test. We elaborated on this in the results and discussion sections (p 12,13,20) Discussion: Authors need to be very cautious about their conclusions regarding formative assessments, as they state, participants will most probably refer to consequential assessment when they task about assessments during interviews.
Yes, that is absolutely right. We had this limitation that the number of formative assessments in our program was really low, and they mainly occur in clinical settings. Even when we asked questions about the formative assessment, participants often unconsciously thought about summative assessments they had taken. We mentioned this in the limitation section (p 27). Discussion: Please refer more clearly to "Cues from the student grapevine" (p15, line 36) Advances in health sciences education. 2012;17(1):39-53.
Thank you for raising this point. According to your comment, this was added to contextual factors category (p 25).
In p19, line 3, please add the references after "findings" if other than 11 and 21.
Thank you for your precise review. References were added (p 21). Thank you for your precise review. All of the spelling mistakes were corrected.
Reviewer 2 Comments
Author Responses Description of and justification for a grounded theory approach needs further development. The detail provided is fairly limited and there is no reference to features such as saturation etc.
Thanks for your valuable comments. More details on this approach and references were added to the methods section. (p7, 8) .
The interplay between the interviews and focus groups is somewhat unclear. What type of triangulation was used and why?
Thank you for this comment. We used withinmethod approach of triangulation, in order to provide confirmation of findings, more comprehensive data, increased validity and enhanced understanding of the studied phenomenon. This was elaborated in the methods section and reference was added (p 8, 9). There is some brief reference to field notes, but it is then unclear how these were integrated into the findings and how they support the findings from the focus groups and interviews.
Thank you for raising this point. We tried to elaborate more on this point in the method section (p 9).
The literature referred to in the discussion section could be discussed further and linked more clearly to the findings.
Thank you for this excellent observation. To improve the discussion, we revised some paragraphs (p 20-27). page 18 -there is reference to 4 categories but only 3 are listed. There is some inconsistency in how in text references have been used and cited.
Thank you for your precise review. These mistakes were corrected. (p 20) 
